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Abstract 
This study comprises data analysis of data collected by McNair Ingenuity Research as 
part of the 2005 Giving Australia study, which estimated the total value of corporate 
giving for the year 2003-04 at $3.3 billion.  This was contributed by 67% of all 
Australian businesses.  Business giving was found to comprise 68% monetary 
donations, 16% goods and 16% services.  This article concentrates on the monetary 
donations of businesses, reporting on the motives and barriers businesses named for 
making donations.  More than 80% of businesses are motivated to give, at least in 
part, by altruism, with larger businesses (by number of employees and turnover) more 
likely to claim benefits in terms of enhancements to employee morale, the 
organisation’s image, supplier/customer relationships and the general level of 
publicity they were able to attract.  The most significant barrier to giving named by 
both businesses who made a donation and those who did not was that business 
resources were committed elsewhere.  Looking at how additional giving might be 
stimulated among those already giving to the sector revealed that the most generous 
businesses also cited more barriers to giving suggesting that they give greater 
consideration to their giving and the drawbacks thereof.   
 
Keywords:  corporate philanthropy, donations, motivations, barriers, giving, 
Australia. 
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Introduction 
 
Data gathered by McNair Ingenuity Research as part of the Giving Australia project in 
2005 estimated the total value of corporate giving for the year 2003-04 at $3.3 billion 
and that this was contributed by 67% of all Australian businesses or 525,900 
organisations (ACOSS 2005a). Business giving was found to comprise 68% monetary 
donations, 16% goods and 16% services. There were significant variations in 
participation by size. 89% of all Australian businesses employ less than 11 employees 
and two thirds of these were found to participate in some form of giving. Those 
businesses with 501+ employees comprise less than 1% of Australian businesses, yet 
89% of this category were found to participate in giving and collectively to account 
for 20% of the value of the total.  
 
On the face of it, these headline figures are good news for the Australian nonprofit 
sector, since a comparison with the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS 2002) study 
in 2002 which estimated giving at only $1.5 billion, suggests that corporate giving has 
more than doubled in the course of three years. McNair Ingenuity Research qualify 
this by noting that the 2003-04 figure may well be an over-estimate explained in part 
by the different methodologies employed by the two studies and a post Tsunami 
‘halo’ effect in that some businesses may have been tempted to overstate their giving. 
Nevertheless, comparisons between the two studies are instructive and suggest in 
particular that the emphasis in giving has changed, with Australian businesses now 
significantly more likely to donate money and goods than services.  
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Although the growth in Australian corporate giving appears marked, data from other 
Western countries also indicates a rise in generosity. In the United States, for 
example, in 2005, corporate donations rose by an unprecedented 18.5% (adjusted for 
inflation) (Giving USA 2006). In the United Kingdom giving by the UK’s biggest 
corporate donors grew by 15% in real terms between 2003-04 and 2004-05, a figure 
which although impressive, still failed to keep up with the reported 31% rise in pre-
tax profits for these organisations. Giving as a percentage of pre-tax profit therefore 
declined from 0.9% in 2003-04 to 0.8% in 2004-05. A typical U.S. corporation 
donates approximately twice this percentage of pre-tax profits to nonprofits (Giving 
USA 2006). Comparative data for Australia is not available since the Giving Australia 
project captured data only in respect of revenue; an issue we shall return to below. 
 
However, a comparison can be made between Australia and the United States on the 
relative generosity of businesses and individuals. Since the total amount donated to 
nonprofit organisations by both individuals and businesses in Australia was found to 
be $11 billion (2004), Australian businesses contributed 29% of this total. In the 
United States the comparable percentage is a mere 7%, in the UK it is 3% (National 
Council of Voluntary Organisations 2006), further evidence perhaps that estimates of 
corporate giving obtained by McNair Ingenuity Research are somewhat inflated. 
 
Estimates of total giving aside, the Giving Australia dataset should be of great interest 
to academics, researchers and policy makers since it provides considerable insight 
into the issue of how corporate giving might be strengthened, both by encouraging 
businesses who do not presently give to do so in the future and by encouraging those 
that do, to give more. In this paper, it is our intention to focus on this dimension and 
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to explore the motives organisations have for supporting nonprofits and the barriers 
that they perceive either to giving or to extending their giving. Since it comprises the 
most significant form of corporate support it is our intention to focus our attention on 
donations (i.e. of money, goods and services), rather than to explore the wider issues 
of sponsorship or community projects. Data is available in respect of both. 
 
We begin, however, by setting our analysis in its scholarly context and by conducting 
a brief review of the pertinent literature. We also provide a summary of the 
methodology employed in the corporate studies that comprised the Giving Australia 
project before mining both the qualitative and quantitative datasets for insight into the 
issues we highlight. We then conclude with a series of policy recommendations and 
suggestions for further research. 
 
Motives For Corporate Donations 
 
The literature suggests that there are broadly four key categories of motive for 
business support of nonprofits, namely dual agenda motives, altruistic motives, the 
influence of the personal motives of the managers involved and taxation.  
 
In respect of the former, Friedman (1970) argued that the business of business was to 
make a profit and that senior managers should leave the issue of how to disperse their 
earnings to the shareholders. Managers should simply serve the interests of business 
owners by making more money while playing by the basic rules of society. Corporate 
giving from this perspective should be viewed as instrumental, in that it should be 
undertaken only to achieve specific business benefits. Inevitably there has been 
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considerable academic interest in delineating what these might be and extensive work 
has highlighted variables as diverse as brand differentiation, enhanced brand image; 
improved employee recruitment, morale and retention; enhanced government and 
community relationships; improved competitive context, increased positive moral 
capital; and the ability to reach new customer segments (e.g. Andreasen 1996, 
Drumwright 1996, Sagawa 2001, Porter and Kramer 2002, Wymer and Samu 2003 
Godfrey 2005). Ricks (2005) also highlights increasing visibility, enhancing corporate 
image and thwarting negative publicity as important marketing reasons for corporate 
philanthropy.    
 
In an empirical study, Bennett (1998) concluded that business managers in France, 
Germany and the UK were generally adopting this commercial orientation to their 
giving (see also Dabson 1991), while more recently, McAlister and Ferrell (2002:690) 
observe that corporations are beginning to regard philanthropic expenses much as they 
do line items for advertising, human resources or raw materials – necessary 
expenditures for the positive returns noted above.  As businesses become more 
strategic in their giving they ‘target corporate resources at societal problems or issues 
that resonate with the core values or missions of the firm’ (Saiia et al. 2003:170).    
Such trends are consistent with the profit maximisation motive of business managers 
(Navarro 1988) and consistent with how they tend to describe their giving in corporate 
communications (Moir and Taffler 2004, Genest 2005).  
 
Lee (1996), however, argued that genuine philanthropy lies at the heart of the majority 
of corporate charitable contributions. He bases this on data from a survey of the top 
400 donating companies in the UK which highlighted that 60% of managers did not 
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expect joint promotions to lead to higher sales, that only 40% thought that donations 
would lead to increased public awareness and that 67% of managers felt there was no 
need for charities to be linked to the company’s products in order to develop 
worthwhile relationships. Indeed, altruistic motives have been identified in many 
empirical studies (Neiheisel 1994, Sharfman 1994, Campbell et al. 1999) and is 
typically the most frequently cited reason for support (Meijer et al. 2006). As an 
example, a recent study in the United States conducted by the Committee to 
Encourage Corporate Philanthropy concluded that 48.8% of corporate support was 
regarded as ‘charitable’, 35.9% as ‘strategic’ and 15.2% as ‘commercial’. Where the 
business expected no benefit the giving was regarded as charitable, where they 
expected that both the nonprofit and the business would benefit the giving was 
labelled strategic and where business benefits would predominate the giving was 
labelled commercial. In all these studies, however, there is a possibility that social 
desirability bias may be inflating the significance of this factor (Campbell et al. 1999). 
Managers may feel that they should give for altruistic reasons and answer based on 
what they think they should be doing rather than what they actually do. 
 
The third body of literature on motives highlights the role of the individual decision 
makers within business. While it is true that these individuals may be employees of 
the owner(s), it is also true they are individuals and, as a consequence, their individual 
motives for giving should not be neglected (Haley 1991, Campbell et al. 2002, 
Sargeant and Jay 2004). The literature suggests that managers may give to enhance 
(or maintain) status, power or prestige (Williamson 1964, Galaskiewicz 1985, Haley 
1991). Other writers have focused on the perceived need for managers to believe they 
are ‘making a difference’ (see for example Williams-Tracy 2004 or Bender 1991). 
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Corporate giving can stimulate helper’s high (Williamson and Clark 1989) delivering 
feelings of enhanced self worth, physical sensations of warmth and other pleasurable 
emotions (Luks 1988). 
 
Finally, the literature highlights the significance of tax in relation to corporate giving. 
Extant work generally indicates that giving is influenced by the prevailing tax regime 
(Schwartz 1968, Arulampalam and Stoneman 1995). Indeed, Brown et al (2004) 
estimate that a 1% increase in corporate tax rates will increase corporate contributions 
by 0.0746 billion in the year in which the change is made and by 0.0206 billion the 
following year. Although their work was conducted in the United States, there is 
sufficient evidence from the US and UK to indicate that increases in taxation 
generally stimulates corporate giving (Boatsman and Gupta 1996). 
 
Motives for failing to support nonprofits have generally received less interest 
(Sargeant and Jay 2004); although one may perhaps infer that it is the absence of the 
above motives that would explain a failure to participate. However, two reasons 
identified for why large businesses do not engage with their community are lack of 
resources (Schwartz 1968, Seifert et al 2003; Hsieh 2004) and not being asked 
(Walker 2002).  In respect of the latter it is interesting to note that more recent work 
by Madden et al (2006) identified the converse with respect to small organisations in 
that the volume of charitable appeals was now seen as a barrier to giving by their 
sample of SMEs leading the authors to call for ‘pragmatic advice and templates to 
offer guidance’ to assist smaller organisations in making sense of this inundation 
(Madden et al. 2006: 58)   
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While the reader will appreciate from the foregoing that the issue of motives and 
barriers has received considerable attention in the literature, there remain a number of 
gaps in our knowledge. Firstly, the majority of extant work has focused on American 
business leading Seifert et al (2003) to call for more studies of corporate giving 
outside the United States. Secondly, there have been few attempts to explore both 
barriers and motives by the size of organisation to determine whether small businesses 
share the same perspective as larger organisations. Finally, no work has specifically 
addressed the issue of whether the barriers to giving, may be different to the barriers 
to increasing giving (for those already supporting the sector) and the policy 
implications thereof. Using the Giving Australia dataset we explore these issues 
below. 
 
Methodology 
 
Data analysis of quantitative data collected as part of Giving Australia’s Survey of 
Businesses by McNair Ingenuity Research and qualitative data collected by Centre of 
Philanthropy and Nonprofit Studies.  Quantitative data collection which involved a 
large scale postal survey (with telephone follow-up) was conducted from a sample of 
Australian businesses. A total of 7310 were contacted and 2705 replies were received, 
representing a usable response rate of 37% (ACOSS 2005a). This data was 
supplemented by a series of five focus groups conducted at locations around the 
country and eight in-depth interviews with key corporate personnel (ACOSS 2005b). 
Participants represented views across a range of business and professional sectors 
including engineering and town planning, law, IT, insurance, tourism and leisure 
services, food, clothing, other retail, other manufacturing, construction, mining, and 
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biotechnology. The qualitative field work was conducted in the period August – 
December 2004 with the quantitative survey following in March – May 2005. 
 
For the purpose of this article, the terms ‘small business’ and ‘large business’ are 
defined as, respectively, less than 100 employees (that is, full time equivalent staff), 
and those with over 100 employees. As noted previously it is our intention to focus 
only on corporate giving (i.e. donations of cash). 
 
Results 
 
Table 1 illustrates that the majority of Australian businesses are motivated to give, at 
least in part, by altruism. This result is consistent with similar studies conducted 
overseas. Over 80% of businesses who have made some form of donation in the past 
year claimed to have done so because it was perceived as ‘a good thing to do.’ By 
contrast, a much smaller percentage of the sample were motivated by dual-agenda 
concerns such as enhancing employee morale (25% and 50%), publicity (25% and 
66%, tax (15% and 14%) and image/ relationship building (25% and 50%). Using t-
tests, the table also illustrates a number of significant differences by the size of an 
organisation as measured by the number of employees. Approximately half the 
sample fell within each of the two size categories listed. The larger of these businesses 
were significantly more likely to claim benefits in terms of enhancements to employee 
morale, the organisation’s image, supplier/customer relationships and the general 
level of publicity they were able to attract. T-tests reveal a broadly similar pattern 
when turnover (i.e. the total revenue the business attracted in the past financial year - 
Corporate Giving in Australia: An Analysis of Motives and Barriers                                                                       9 
before tax) was substituted as a measure of organisational size. These results are 
reported in Table 2  
 
Table 1: Giving Motives By Size (Number of Employees) 
ABOUT HERE 
 
 
Table 2: Giving Motives By Size (Turnover in Past Financial Year) 
ABOUT HERE 
 
In aggregate, we may therefore conclude that larger businesses are no more or less 
likely to be motivated altruistically than smaller businesses and that the attraction of 
tax benefits is also not a function of size. Larger businesses are however much more 
likely to be concerned with dual-agenda issues. These results echo those obtained in 
three European countries by Bennett (1998). He determined that larger firms were 
significantly more confident that ‘corporate philanthropy’ contributed to the 
facilitation of public relations, customer loyalty and increased public awareness. 
 
Although the variable was ultimately not included in the business survey, qualitative 
data suggested that smaller SMEs would be motivated to give because of a desire to 
support their local community. This was felt necessary as the community was to 
reciprocate and support them with their trade and was a factor particularly emphasised 
by regional Australian enterprises (i.e. not based in metropolitan areas). 
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Turning to the issue of the perceived barriers to giving, we begin our analysis of this 
dimension by exploring the percentage of each category of business citing specific 
barriers. Table 3 draws a distinction between two categories of organisation, namely 
those businesses who offered no such support to nonprofits in their past financial year 
and those that had. In the case of the former, respondents were asked to indicate the 
reasons underlying their lack of support. In the case of the latter, respondents were 
asked to indicate the barriers to further organisational giving. Respondents could 
indicate all the barriers they perceived existed and the columns do not therefore sum 
to a hundred.  
 
What is striking from this analysis is that organisations that had offered a donation 
were significantly less likely to cite each of the barriers listed. This is intuitive since 
one might perhaps expect that fewer barriers would be perceived by those who had 
already offered some form of donation. It is interesting to note, however, that a 
significantly higher percentage of current givers felt that the reason they could offer 
no further support was that the requisite resources were already employed elsewhere. 
The reasons for not making any donations at all appear rather more diffuse. 
 
Table 3: Perceived Barriers To Giving 
ABOUT HERE 
 
In Table 4, we merge these two groups and analyse the perceived barriers to giving by 
organisational size as measured by the number of employees. It is interesting to note 
that the rank order of barriers appears very similar between the two groups and that 
comparatively few differences can be discerned. This pattern was repeated when the 
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number of employees was replaced by the total revenue as a measure of size. In this 
case, only the factor ‘increase in taxes’ appeared to vary by size, with the 
organisations citing this as a factor having a mean revenue of $ AU 2.2 billion. This 
was significantly higher than the mean revenue of the balance of the sample. As one 
would expect from the figure cited, only a handful of organisations fell in this 
category and identified tax or changes in tax as a barrier to giving. For the vast 
majority of Australian businesses this was not an issue, possibly in part, because the 
qualitative data revealed little awareness of recent tax changes. 
 
It is interesting to note from the table that comparatively few respondents felt that 
giving should be regarded as an individual responsibility (i.e. rather than the 
responsibility of the business). The qualitative data suggested that smaller and 
medium sized businesses would be more likely to highlight this as a barrier. This was 
not supported by the survey. 
 
Table 4: Barriers To Giving By Size (Number of Employees) 
ABOUT HERE 
 
The qualitative data suggested other potential barriers to giving. Many SMEs and 
particularly larger SMEs felt that they were now being inundated with written 
requests and telephone calls for support. It was therefore proving difficult for small 
organisations with no established policies or procedures to decide between the 
plethora of alternatives presented to them. While larger businesses tended to have a 
formal budget for giving, as well as support staff and systems in place, this was 
generally not the case for small enterprises. Such organisations lacked a vision for 
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what might warrant support and had tended to develop ad-hoc responses. There may 
therefore be a role for government to assist these organisations with ‘best practice’ 
guidelines, and by encouraging the nonprofit fundraising sector to create and adopt 
codes of professional conduct for their dealings with corporates  
 
The issue of transparency and accountability was also raised by participants. 
Businesses wanted to understand more about how donated funds would be and had 
been used. Large SMEs, in particular, expressed a desire to be able to track that funds 
had been used for their stated purpose. Feedback from nonprofit organisations was 
seen as generally lacking, a factor of particular significance for larger businesses who 
typically gave because they wanted to see a particular issue improve. 
 
Indeed, the ambient level of trust held by businesses was felt to be a significant barrier 
to increasing giving, just as empirical work has clearly demonstrated in the domain of 
individual giving (Sargeant and Lee 2002). Businesses were however, more aware 
than individuals of the need for nonprofits to fund infrastructure costs and expressed 
no objection to contributing to these. They did, however, indicate that the nonprofit be 
‘up-front’ about how these funds would actually be employed.  
 
The issue of norms was also raised in the qualitative data. Many respondents felt that 
they had few reference points on which to base their charitable decisions. There 
appeared to be little available evidence in respect of what would be considered a 
‘reasonable’ contribution and this was identified as a particular problem for small and 
medium sized businesses. Greater guidance, it was felt, might stimulate greater 
giving. 
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 As a final step, we explored the issue of how additional giving might be stimulated 
among those already giving to the sector (67% of Australian businesses in the Giving 
Australia Business Survey sample).  To address this we performed a two-step cluster 
analysis using the exploratory algorithm contained in SPSS 12.0.01 for Windows. The 
procedure is a tool designed to reveal natural groupings within a dataset that otherwise 
would not be apparent and differs from other clustering techniques in that it permits 
the handling of both categorical and continuous variables, while allowing the 
automatic selection of the optimal number of clusters. In this case we were interested 
to determine whether it was possible to cluster companies by their perception of the 
barriers to further giving. Eleven barrier variables were input to the analysis, together 
with the value of their existing giving expressed as a percentage of organisational 
turnover and the total number of barriers identified by each individual respondent. 
 
The results of this analysis are reported in Table 5 where the percentage of each 
cluster indicating the presence of each barrier is provided. Figures 1 and 2 provide 
further insight by depicting the confidence intervals for the means of the percentage of 
turnover donated and the number of barriers cited by each individual respondent. 
 
 
Table 5 
  ABOUT HERE 
 
 
Figure 1 
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ABOUT HERE 
 
 
Figure 2 
ABOUT HERE 
 
On the basis of the results presented we would suggest that the segments be labelled 
as follows: 
 
Cluster 1 – Blinkered Giving - (61.1% of the Sample) 
Members of this segment are likely to name only one key barrier to further giving, 
namely the notion that the requisite resources are already committed elsewhere. No 
other factors appear to be at issue and it is therefore possible that these organisations 
have failed to think strategically about their giving or are unwilling to consider the 
diversion of appropriate resources. As a consequence, it is not surprising that when 
the value of their giving is expressed as a percentage of turnover they are also the 
least generous of Australian businesses donating a mean value of turnover of only 
0.3%. In the light of the foregoing, we conclude it is appropriate to label this segment 
‘blinkered’. 
 
Cluster 2 – Giving Savvy (38.9% of the Sample) 
Members of this segment are likely to list significantly more barriers to giving than 
Cluster 1. While the notion that the resources to support further giving are already 
allocated elsewhere is also an issue for this segment, other reasons for a lack of 
greater support are highlighted. Many of these businesses appear not to have been 
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approached to offer further support and a significant number feel that it is not their 
‘responsibility’ to offer this. It is interesting to note that members of this segment tend 
to be more generous when giving is expressed as a percentage of turnover, giving a 
mean of 2.04% of the value of this figure. It appears that consideration of a wider 
range of barriers is associated with higher levels of generosity suggesting that 
members of this sample give greater consideration to their giving and the drawbacks 
thereof. Consequently, it seems fair to label the members of this segment ‘Giving 
Savvy’. 
 
Discussion 
While perceived benefits for giving varied by company size, with larger businesses 
more likely to cite dual agenda reasons, barriers to giving varied little by company 
size.  By far, the principal barrier to making a donation named by all businesses was 
that their business resources were elsewhere committed (72% of those who gave and 
51% of those who did not give).   A parallel, but much less cited, barrier was budget 
restraints/limited resources (4% of those who gave and 6% for those who did not).  It 
is worth noting that the survey only offered respondents four stated choices and one 
open choice for identifying barriers as follows: 
1. Do not believe it is business responsibility to make donations 
2. Had not considered making any donation 
3. Business resources are committed elsewhere 
4. The business was not approached by anyone seeking donations 
5. Other:___________ 
The high percentage of respondents who nominated “business resources are 
committed elsewhere” may be an inflated figure as it could be considered the most 
Corporate Giving in Australia: An Analysis of Motives and Barriers                                                                       16 
relevant answer of the four stated choices and does not necessitate formulating an 
original answer as does the “other” option.  Conversely, it is reasonable to conclude 
that respondents would not have selected this statement if it did not reflect at least 
some truth.  Thus, even if we adjusted for possible inflation, there would remain a 
significant number of businesses who claim the reason that they have not given at all 
or have not given more is because their resources are committed elsewhere.   
 
The second most cited barrier by all businesses was “do not believe it is business 
responsibility to make donations” – with 23% of businesses represented. Although, 
again, this number may reflect the choices offered in the survey, it is consistent with 
findings from one of the only other studies providing insight into how Australian 
corporations perceive the extent of their responsibility to the community sector.  
Quazi and O’Brien (2000) found that 41% of Australian businesses in their sample of 
food and textile industries in Sydney identified with the classic corporate social 
responsibility (CSR) view of “the business of business is business”.  Though this 
classic CSR view did not represent the majority of businesses, 41% of businesses is 
still almost half the sample and, in this study, 23% of businesses stating that they do 
not believe it is the responsibility of business to make donations is a barrier not to be 
discounted. 
  
At the same time, 83% of both small and large Australian businesses who made a 
donation claimed that at least one reason they give is that it is ‘a good thing to do, 
irrespective of the returns for us’.  Thus, it would seem that while some businesses do 
not think it is the responsibility of business to make donations and this prevents them 
from giving or giving more, the majority of Australian businesses both acknowledge 
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that giving donations is ‘a good thing to do’ and do not have a deliberate rationale 
against giving.  Yet, as evidenced from the qualitative data they do not have an 
intentional company strategy for giving, and a considerable number of them have not 
learned how to channel their resources (or more of their resources) into philanthropic 
enterprises.   
 
This gives rise to the question of why more Australian businesses appear not to have a 
strategic plan for giving.  Put another way, of the businesses who do make donations, 
why are the majority of them “blinkered” givers?  Size may be the prevailing factor.  
In Australia, 89% of businesses employ less than 11 people.   Of these 89%, 66% are 
already giving yet, in the qualitative section of this study, they reported that they do 
not know how best to give strategically. Since the 1990s, corporate philanthropy 
literature reports that businesses are increasingly moving towards strategic 
philanthropy, matching their corporation values and missions to address social needs 
in a way that is both financially realistic for the corporation and beneficial for the 
community.  But this literature, with an emphasis that philanthropy works best when 
it reflects the corporation’s core values (Genest 2005), intentionally generates 
‘specific and general moral capital’ (Godfrey 2005: 793), and that donations can be 
purposively budgeted for much like advertising and human resources expenses are 
costed (McAlister and Ferrell 2002: 689), typically describes large businesses (more 
than 500 employees). In Australia, large businesses represent only 1% of the business 
sector.  What nearly 90% of Australian businesses need is information on strategic 
philanthropy that takes into account the capabilities and experiences of enterprises 
with no more than ten employees.  While small businesses would benefit from 
aligning their philanthropy with their business’s core values, creating moral capital 
Corporate Giving in Australia: An Analysis of Motives and Barriers                                                                       18 
and purposively budgeting for donations, they are in need of information about how 
exactly they might accomplish this with their limited human resources.   Identifying 
and describing small enterprises that engage in strategic philanthropy might offer 
more realistic, and possibly more motivating, models for other small enterprises to 
emulate, possibly resulting in more ‘Giving Savvy’ businesses. 
 
In addition to size specific models for corporate philanthropy, both small and large 
Australian businesses might be encouraged in their giving by a better understanding 
of current taxation legislation.  Qualitative data revealed that businesses were unaware 
of recent tax changes in Australia allowing businesses to deduct charitable donations 
as a cost of business.  In the course of encouraging corporate philanthropy, 
government and nonprofit fundraisers might have a role to play in raising awareness 
of these tax laws. 
 
One message for Australian nonprofit organisations is that while the majority of 
Australian businesses are giving (67%), there is opportunity for growth in terms of 
both quantity and quality of giving.  One third of small businesses and 11% of big 
businesses do not make donations at all.  That means there are potentially 237,500 
small businesses and 863 large businesses who could become givers.  However, 
lifting philanthropic giving is not simply a matter of giving more money but of giving 
in ways that reflect a corporation’s core business skills and values while meeting 
community needs.  While having a company giving strategy does not necessarily 
translate into more dollars flowing to the nonprofit sector, businesses that 
intentionally decide why and how they engage in giving, have a better chance of 
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achieving both an impact on society and strategic benefits for the company (Bruch 
and Walter 2005: 53).    
 
Further, while larger businesses tended to have a formal budget for giving, as well as 
support staff and systems in place, this was generally not the case for small 
enterprises. There may therefore be a role for government to assist these organisations 
with ‘best practice’ guidelines, and by encouraging the nonprofit fundraising sector to 
create and adopt codes of professional conduct for their dealings with corporates. 
 
It is also worth returning to the figures of 83% of small businesses and 84% of large 
businesses indicating they give, at least partially, from a position of altruism. While 
the evidence for corporations giving from a place of true altruism has been debated in 
the literature, particularly by Moir and Taffler (2004), the businesses in this 
Australian study chose the altruistic benefit over the more commercial benefits of 
enhancing organisational image, improving employee morale and client relations, and 
obtaining publicity or tax benefits by a significant margin.  This could signify either a 
gap between what they say and what they actually do – they say they give because it’s 
good to do but they really give because of something else – (Moir and Taffler, 2004) 
or else an expression of true generosity (see Wright, 2001: 413).  Either way, while 
not all Australian businesses express a desire to give, much less from a position of 
altruism, enough of them do express this desire and therefore it would be wise not to 
ignore their implied identification with philanthropic, charitable, compassionate, 
generous or benevolent values as this may be a compelling motivator.   
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Finally, while in many ways Australian businesses and their giving mirrors overseas 
patterns, models of philanthropy that take into account the unique situations, needs 
and resources of Australian businesses and nonprofit organisations are still needed, 
particularly those that address strategies for organisations with less than 11 
employees.   
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Table 1: Giving Motives By Size (Number of Employees) 
Benefit 100 employees or less 
(% Agreeing) 
Greater than 100 employees 
(% Agreeing) 
It is a good thing to do, 
irrespective of the returns 
83.39 83.96 
It is good for employee 
morale 
27.13 50.19** 
It is good for our 
organisation’s image 
39.76 58.58** 
It is good for our relationship 
with certain clients or 
suppliers 
24.92 30.85** 
It is good publicity for our 
organisation 
22.81 33.68** 
There is a tax benefit for our 
organisation 
15.06 14.34 
Key 
** = significant difference at the 0.01 level 
* = Significant difference at the 0.05 level 
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Table 2: Giving Motives By Size (Turnover in Past Financial Year) 
Benefit Turnover 
($m) of 
those 
disagreeing 
Turnover 
($m) of 
those 
agreeing 
It is a good thing to 
do, irrespective of the 
returns 
211 188 
It is good for 
employee morale 
92 346** 
It is good for our 
organisation’s image 
131 253** 
It is good for our 
relationship with 
certain clients or 
suppliers 
179 226 
It is good publicity 
for our organisation 
160 274* 
There is a tax benefit 
for our organisation 
189 207 
Key 
** = significant difference at the 0.01 level 
* = Significant difference at the 0.05 level 
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Table 3: Perceived Barriers To Giving 
 
Barrier % Who Did Not Make 
Donation 
% Who Did Make 
Donation 
Do not believe it is 
business responsibility to 
make donations 
13.54 9.40** 
Had not considered 
making any donations 
14.25 6.27** 
Business resources are 
committed elsewhere 
50.63 71.85** 
Business not approached 
by anyone seeking 
donations 
11.56 8.87* 
Budget Restraints / 
Limited Resources 
5.64 4.32 
Company policy 4.51 1.48** 
Decision of Shareholders/ 
Members 
0.85 0.24* 
Donations were made on 
an individual basis 
1.69 0.59* 
No strategy / protocols in 
place 
0.42 0.30 
Parent group – head office 
organise 
5.78 2.42** 
Taxes / Increase in taxes 0.0 0.30 
Not profitable 0.0 0.35 
Key 
** = significant difference at the 0.01 level 
* = Significant difference at the 0.05 level 
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 Table 4: Barriers To Giving By Size (Number of Employees) 
 
Barrier 100 employees or less (%) Greater than 100 
employees (%) 
Do not believe it is 
business responsibility to 
make donations 
10.95 10.21 
Had not considered 
making any donations 
9.79 7.47* 
Business resources are 
committed elsewhere 
65.23 65.70 
Business not approached 
by anyone seeking 
donations 
10.62 8.72 
Budget Restraints / 
Limited Resources 
6.22 3.24** 
Company policy 1.33 3.57** 
Decision of Shareholders/ 
Members 
0.33 0.50 
Donations were made on 
an individual basis 
0.91 0.91 
No strategy / protocols in 
place 
0.41 0.33 
Parent group – head office 
organise 
2.90 3.90 
Taxes / Increase in taxes 0.17 0.25 
Not profitable 0.25 0.25 
Key 
** = significant difference at the 0.01 level 
* = Significant difference at the 0.05 level 
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Table 5: Barriers To Giving By Blinkered and Giving Savvy 
Barrier Segment 1 –  
% Indicating 
Segment 2 -   
% Indicating 
Do not believe it is business responsibility to make 
donations 
0 23.79 
Had not considered making any donations 0 16.72 
Business resources are committed elsewhere 100 29.66 
The business was not approached by anyone 
seeking donations 
0 22.07 
Budget restraints/limited resources 0 10.86 
The business has made enough donations 0 6.03 
Parent group / head office organise 0 5.86 
Company policy 0 4.18 
Donations were made on an individual basis 0 1.55 
Not profitable 0 1.03 
Taxes/Increase in taxes 0 0.09 
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